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Introduction
Information systems service delivery organisations (ISSDO’s) are responsible for 
delivering projects and services to predefined requirements, quality standards, 
time schedules and budgeted costs. Generally speaking projects undertaken by 
ISSDO’s are linked to some strategic plan and have specific business benefits that 
must be achieved.
Many of these ISSDO’s are organised on the premise that there will be a continuous 
flow of projects or services, with substantial utility between them in terms of task 
management (this is certainly the case for those ISSDO’s engaged in software 
engineering projects). Evidence would suggest that many ISSDO’s look to maximise 
their resource and cost models within the utility envelope. The range of services 
provided by ISSDO’s fluctuates depending on market forces but, will typically 
include the following:
 Provide project management capability to meet client requirements
 Procure 3rd party services to support project delivery
 Establish key performance indicators for service delivery
 Establish quality and service delivery standards
 Establish communication interfaces
ISSDO Service Delivery Models
Models of service delivery in ISSDO’s are generally multi-disciplinary and matrix 
structured to allow for fluctuations in resource utilisation and development. The 
model is such that any project scenario can be constructed at short notice and 
resource teams can be brought for the duration of the project – drawing the 
professional skills required from the range of disciplines within the matrix. The 
features of this model are defined as:
 Project focused
 Matrix that provides flexibility in working practices
 Managers who provide support and expertise from across all disciplines
 A hierarchy that allows delegation at all levels
 Budget and resource allocation at the lowest level
This type of ISSDO’s model may be found in many Public sector organisations 
within the United Kingdom, where the need for service provision is identified by 
the commissioning organisation (that is the capital or budget holder). Delivery of 
the project or service is generally supported by a provider organisation. This model 
supports the project and its processes from concept to a finished product or 
service. Take in Figure 1.
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A key aspect of the ISSDO’s model is the type of support systems used to underpin 
the activities undertaken and the information that is required by stakeholders 
within the commissioning and provider organisations. ISSDO’s make use of support 
systems on many levels for example to promote consistency across projects and 
programmes. In theory project managers can take advantage of a centralised pool 
of information to make informed business decisions.
The basis for collecting management information across projects is the classic work 
breakdown structure (WBS) and cost breakdown structure (CBS). Project managers 
are generally required to submit (weekly) statistics which are compared against 
projected activities. At an operational level the client has the ability to review 
their projects and track current status and value of work done. The main 
advantage of this type of support system is its ability to provide instant views of 
projects and their status. Another advantage of support systems is in the planning 
of future project activities and resource allocation.
Service Provision
As part of the ISSDO’s model the provider organisation plays an active and agent 
role in service provision to the commissioning organisation. The major challenge of 
the service provider is to meet and perhaps exceed the expectations of the client 
by doing more for less. In particular there is a need to:
 Achieve value-for-money
 Maintain good client relationships
 Maintain good stakeholder relationships
 Maintain good ethical standards
If ISSDO’s are to meet these expectations their activities have to be co-ordinated 
at a strategic level. Like any organisation competing in a post credit crunch 
economy ISSDO’s need to be competitive on cost and time schedules. The key 
drivers forcing competitiveness include:
 Resource utilisation
 Resource unit costs
 Asset performance
 Intellectual assets (methods, processes and tools)
 Adaptability
To sustain competitive position many ISSDO’s providers need to adopt agile 
methods of delivery – they also need to review business practices and adopt best 
international practice and invest in staff development. A review of contemporary 
business journals provides some evidence that this is not happening. Project failure 
is high (especially in Europe and North America). A lack of business continuity and 
stakeholder engagement are points continuously cited in the press.
Defining Service Measures
Although there are many definitions of service, it is sometimes inappropriate to 
use generic attributes to describe complex interactions. The entity that is service 
is comprised of many facets of risk some that are clearly understood some which 
are not. For example, the ways in which technical staff communicate with business 
personnel or the aesthetic qualities of service delivery. Projects get measured 
using classic Taylorist methods. Service performance is more about qualitative 
measures such as the client feel good factor and reliability of the service 
encounter.
What to measure is of course dependent on the nature of the project and what the 
commissioning organisation values. In our view performance measures should 
include some common attributes. These include:
 The value we put on time related activities
 Measures should be agile and reflect the here and now
 Performance should be the voice of process
 Measures should be the voice of risk
In defining service measures we should reflect on their ultimate use. Measures may 
be used as a means destabilisation and subversion by managers not subject to 
ethical or regularity checks.
Cultural Considerations
When we talk about culture, much of the discussion is invariably at a level of 
abstraction which makes it difficult to articulate any intelligent response. This 
said, within all ISSDO’s, culture is a vital component of ethics and social 
responsibility. Culture also influences the productivity and self regulation of 
project staff. Whilst there may be clear cultural differences between 
commissioning and provider organisations there should be no differences in ethical 
or social behaviour amongst staff. A key question is whether provider project 
managers convey different standards of behaviour from those of other managers 
within the commissioning organisation and, if so, whether this difference might in 
some ways impact the success or failure of the project. For example within the UK 
National Health Service (NHS), Information Technology service provision is often 
described as having its own agenda and culture, which is quite distinct from the 
rest of the NHS, resulting in quite different codes of behaviour and linguistic 
language which helps to contribute and reinforce a subculture behaviour.
Resource Relatedness
Within the model (Figure 1), the term resourcing is frequently used to describe 
anything that is required to perform and complete a project related activity. The 
issue of course for many project managers is that not all resources (staff) are of 
equal value. The next problem is that under financial or budget constraints 
resource balancing becomes a real issue for many ISSDO’s. Matching resources to 
projects can become an insurmountable task. Our experience in programme 
management suggests matching the appropriate project manager to a given 
project will create tensions between the client and the provider – certainly if skill 
sets are so critical to productivity and performance.
Again in our experience many ISSDO’s Human Resource (HR) departments systems 
do not allow HR managers to plan and link strategic core competencies to forward 
business needs. This is clearly a weakness for those involved in strategic resource 
planning. Figure 2 highlights the theoretical division that exists between project 
skill requirements and resource relatedness. The area of performance in relation 
to the baseline gives an indication of the challenge many ISSDO’s face.
Figure 2 Relationship between project relatedness and skills
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In the absence of HR strategic resource planning many programme managers 
undertake resource profiling on an intuitive basis – hence one reason why so many 
projects go over budget or do not meet their deadlines. For example, a project 
staffed with uniformly very low rated personnel on all capability and experience 
factors would require 11 times as much effort to complete the project as would a 
project team with the highest rating in all the above factors (Boehm).
Common sense would dictate that significant benefits can be gained through the 
application of resource planning to project delivery. Although many ISSDO’s have 
mature project methodologies there appears to be a general level of inconsistence 
in their application and use. Aligning client projects to provider organisation 
competencies rests upon defining the limitations within the ISSDO’s knowledge and 
skill base. One practical and useful mechanism of managing any such limitations is 
the use of strategic programme reviews. This entails reviewing and agreeing 
options and risks and linking these back to the assets and resources available; 
eliminating unviable options and developing alternative viable scenarios for the 
remaining options.
To better understand the viability of these resource scenarios the analysis should 
yield answers to the following questions:
 What are the relevant units of analysis when it comes to mapping project 
tasks to individual client requirements?
 What are the complex tasks of these projects?
 What is our asset exposure?
 What is the overlap between projects and project tasks?
In order to understand the competency configuration for future projects a number 
of questions need to be addressed. These are:
 What is the pattern of critical competencies in each project or group of 
projects?
 What is the appropriate balance between individual and shared 
competencies?
 Are there obvious gaps and/or overlaps in the various project group 
competence configurations? If so, what are the implications?
 How can competencies be created through management of the project task 
systems?
 How can organised structure, managerial processes be used to shift 
individual-based competence to group based competence?
 Have we made use of all existing knowledge in each project or project 
group?
In conclusion the success or failure of any ISSDO is not only dependent on the 
actions, and interrelationships between the client and provider, but, on the 
performance and productivity of their resource base. If matching client 
requirements and competencies is so critical why do ISSDO’s fail to deliver time 
and time again? As discussed opinion would suggest that failure is linked to the way 
ISSDO’s are structured and the lack of resource planning.
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